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A - . ’ [ 1 b '\n h) . ; .
- An experiment is- reported in which an attempt was made to bias 62

S's observations of a videotape of children at play - The stﬁdy is ;

framed in terms of W. I. Thomas' slideas cohcerning the definition.of the

. 4 . N - .

4 : » . .
.- " 1s based primarily on subjective situatidnal‘factorsf-,Reliance on

0 -

situation. Observer bias is anvinstance'when a definitibn of a'situati;yp

subJective situational factors is depgndent upon the degree of" ambiguity

Y

. of thqﬁsituation s objective factors. ‘S's wete given false 1nformation

\ ~ ¢

a5“f>u ‘ concerning ‘the SES of the children in the videotape (manipulation of -
subJective situational factors) and by varying the degree of ambiguity

of the videotape (manipulation of ambiguity of objbctive situational

factors). The S's were asked .to record all aggressfve behavior exbibitéﬂ ST “.
by theochildren.' The information about _the children ] SES did-affect

the S's observations. Tbe degree of ambigdity of the video tape failed

.
.

. .

( E s : tq produce the hypothesized effeots. : 4 .

N . . - N
. s . .




‘Dusek i§71 Laszlo and Rose

{interactional'and 2) interactional. ,Non—interactiona} types‘of experi-

. ' ‘ c
.- menter effects.operate withdut affecting the actual responses of the :

-t

DEFINITION OF THE, SITUATION AND OBSERYER BIAS S
“ . . N
_ _ : _ .
« . E ° i

l\ S ’ ’ ‘r
. Robert Rosenthal s’ resea:ch co\cerning experimenter effects or the
2 . L]

unintended effects an experimenter has on the results of his experiment

. .

‘has stimulated a great déal of empirical work and giscussion Although

”
a

the evidence is: nef’conclusive, tbe 1iterature suggest. that experimenter
g ?

effectsy are found not only in the experimental,situation (for example,r

fRiaT) 1970; Minor, 1970; Wessler, 1969;
Rosénthal andfFode, 1963) Put.also
¢ X )

n’;he school,sétting (for example, . °
Rosenthal and Jacobson 1966),3the

; inicai setting (for example, Hersh, .

" ’

1971 ; Rosenthal 1969c; Masling, 1965 ‘Wallach and Strupp, 1960) and,

:

the psychoiogical testing situation'@for example, Dana and Dana, %969,

V

A Egeland 1969 Wessler, 1968) These studies- support Rosenthal s

» -

t

argument that experimenter effects €an occur in a variety of social

~ -

situations 3nd that by studying expétimenter~effects in the research

1

. . . . .
‘setting% we will learn more?about social behavior in general (Rosenthal,

19692, 1966). - - S o - D

. . : S
Experimenter effects fall into two general categories: 1) non-

*

~

subjects in the research. Interactional experimenter effects are a result

N .
-

of ythe experimenter‘s interactionfwith his,subjects\and operates by
influencing a subject's response. A S gﬁ

Most of the empirical worx concerning experimenter effects‘which has

been, done has examined interactional typesioé‘effectg,.the'most




. . ' L 1 ' e o ' w ]
“ : frequently‘chosen one being experimentér expectancy. Foﬁ example, ‘f ,}
. . . . \,
most of Rosenthal S work has been gevoted to studying the effects dﬁ o;
4 . ° * ﬁ
. the experimenter s expectancy or hypothesis concerningsthe resulté\
. /

- -

£

>

i ,?hi7'experimeht.‘ xhere has been'a 1ack‘ofiaEéEntidn paid to the nq

>

‘interactional type, and our research is an attempt to begin to fill -

”i e, L mhis gap. The non- interactional experimenter ‘effewt. with which we will

. . : : ' .
s A be concerned is observer bias. . 4-1'

v o Observer bias ig’ defiﬁed as a’ "tendency to’ observe the phenomenon

Te 'under study "in.a manner that differs from the 'true observation in some

- ’ - /s s . .
. T~

‘consistent fashion" (Simon, 1969). - Bias obsetvations are'systematic

.
4 » 7 -

Lo ’ C. ' .

. 7 distortions of social "reality." Since we are treating %bservet bias as

',I a non-imteractional experimenter effect, we will 1imit our discussion to-
R i . » k ) . . _,."'\( .

only those nbservational settings 1in which the observer has_no.inter— .

L] “

T personal contact with the subjects while they are under observation. ' We

will also attempt to show that observer}bias can be expLained in part by

* . the process which w. I. Thomas labeled as\"the dafinition of the situation"
(ThOmas, 1923). We will be particulary&interested in Thomas's ideas RA

concexning objective and subjective situational factors.

-

o I This regearch will not only add,to our knowiedge c0ncerningjsome

. of the~variab1es1which arg assoclated with the occurrende of observer,

.
G }

bias; but more generally to our kfowledge of nonfidtefactional experi-

T

mentbr effects. «Itlyﬁll also begin to tie -the experimenter effects;

X
' - literatuﬂe to some existing theoretical ideas. The experimenter effeets
o . M . . T
*  ’‘literature, except. for an occasional post hoc analysis using Merton's
— N . .

concept of self-fulfilling prophecy (Rosenthal,'l969a; 1966) is 1acﬁing

- in theoretical work aimed at explaiﬁing thefexistencevo?\thg_various
S " . !

-2 ! e .
. . )




SN * :qﬁ—\*\?
kinds of experimenter effects. In our review of the experimental effects
literature, we” fOund no research which from.the onset was baséd on any,.
s ' . .
theogeticgl ideas. 3By using Thomas & 1deas about the definition of the L

-situation we hope to fill in the theoretical gap in the experimenter

effects‘literature. . .
. - 4 - ) "

-

lTheoretical’Rationale ; . -

Although the phenomenon of observer bias aéd ways of dealing with

i} are discussed in the literature dealing with research methodology

(for example, Hutt and Hutt, 1970; Simon,‘l969; Madge, l965;'Goode and

Hatt, 1952), not much empirical or theoretical work has been devoted

specifically to 'it. The little'empirical work that has focused on :°

-

observerabias (White, et al., 1970; Cordaro and Ison, 1963)

Lot

Suggest that observer bias cad?be axperimentally produced when prior

information concerning the observational situation is gilven to observers.

. In"both studies, observerswwere given information ébncerning %he amount

y

© of behavior/to e expected. and their observations were in the direction

-of these expectations. Although these studies do indicate the existence

of observer bias, neither provide us with 'an explanation for the pherdom-
. 3 \ . .

enon. If we look at some of W. I. Thomas'stideas concérning the concept,
. +
definttion of the situation, we fthd such an explahation. v .
Thonas atgues (1937, 1923, 1918) that before an ind?vfaual can -

act iw a situation, ‘he must firse glve meaning to the si ation in terms
\}
of his action orientation, that iSP his reason for acﬂin . This 1s*done
e N \ .
by*the individual selecting, attending to, and combining those elements

+ .

of the situation which are-most relevant to his goal. The synthesis of ) »

the relevant aspects or‘definition'of,the gsituation enables 4he individual

Ve




-

) . to~decide the most appropriate way in which to\Ect in the situation.

. LY
In Thomas.s conceptualizations, there are both objective and sub-

Jective features which can ;nfluence pn individual's definition of the
situation (Thomas, A1923). Objectivé\reetureé‘are those which have-a

] ‘ . - . \ . . .
‘verif?abre existence which a scientist or any other outside individual

liying in the soclety would recognize; These include the physical

e, features of. the sitpation and the social norms assoclated with it {
|

- .

(Stebbens, 1967; Thomas and Thomas, 1925). The subjective featureT of the

situation are those asgpects' which are related to the ynique experiences
[N e

and perspec ve of the individual. These include{hls past experiences «
} {

- LT P

" with simil ituations, his expectations'concerning the type of behavio%'.
L ;

- -~

N f - *

. - \ ]
.4 found 1in" such a situation and his valies and attitudes assocflated with

N the situation. 'In a sefise; the subjective features of a situation exist d
. ’ ., . €

‘t only 'in the mind of the bdrricular individual. Because of these

0
)

o . ’ ‘
s sybjective features i differen{ definitions of the situation may result %

:among people in the same situation. Widely different behavior can there-

. N ~ \
fore résult since one's behavior i1s ‘closely related to one's definition

.

'

of the situef{on (Stebbens, }967; Vplkart, 1951). { ‘s '
In other words, individuals will act on the Basis_gf_a definition

congtructed from both objective and aubjecti%elsituational features, but,
! . ' )

it 1s possible that the subjective features may be rhe major influence
7 '

N 4n the definitipn of the'situatién. The individual will behave as if

» . . .
‘the subjective features were” tangible, that is, he will act on the basis

K " of the definition eohstructed from these gubjective features. "If men

) et '}

define sitpations as real, theyare real in their(consequences" (Thomas and

Thomas, 1925). It 1is our contention that this is what .happens when
N ‘V . B

¢
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: 5 . ‘
obéérvgr‘bias occurs. : ‘ ::' . i . .
Observer bias is an exaﬁple of an %nstance in J%ich subjectivé\\
N . . :
factorg play'a 'large part in the formulation of a definition of a ﬁ4

situation. An observer is told to watch and record data about a

'
’ .

particular. type of behavidor concerning.the subjects under study. This is

his action orientation. However, before an observer can-act, that 1s A
. J ¢ \
watch and record, he must firgt define or give meaning to the situation “

. . +

_ under observation. This may include, for example, gttributing ce{tain
types of characferistics‘éo the subjects. under study because of his S}st
experiences with them, his values or attitudes towards theﬁ, etc.' These

G characteristics may not acéually exist, but they nonethele#s become part

\ A .
of an observer's definition of the situation.because.he thinks they

——
‘

exist. Because his definition of the situation infldences his watching
and recording, the data resulting from his observations will be bilased or
distorted, and the distortion will be in,l;ne with his definition of the f

situation.- It could be argued that the researchers who have been

concerned with experimentally manipulating’observer biags (White, '
[ .

A et al., 1970; Cordaro and Ison, 1963) incre7sed the probability . -
N i \ '
\that subjective factors would play a large role in the observer's definition

of the situation because‘they provided them with expectations concerning
4 3

what they were about to observe. ' :

* . But what about the objective situational factors in the obsérvational

situdtion? They too can play :a part in the tonstruction' of definitions,

of situations. Most of the time situations are defined on the basis of
e ' . )
objective features. If.tHis were not the case, any type of group

@

behavior would be impdésible.‘ Why do they not counteract the distorfing -




. 6 . ;

’

effects of the squective featureé in2¥lobserver bias situetion? .We)

.

would argue that when subjective factors play a lar%e part in the '

construction of definition of a situation which results in obsérver bias

’

‘it is becauge the objective situational factors_are uhclear and'ambiguqus[

\ - ’

‘g Thus, if the objectiue factors of a situation are clear and -easily :
recognizable, an observer's definition will not be under the influence
. of subjective factors to the same extent, and the probability ‘that sﬁs

o~

observations will be biased will be less. b

Although Thomasi does not specifically discuss when subjective factors . (

will most likely predominate in the formulatiom of definitions of

s

.. situations, he does atgue that on the whole the definition of the sitqation

is equivalent to the determinatjion of the vague" (Thomas, 1923) It
. Y ). .
" seems a.logical extension of thi dea that if objective éactors are

-~y

ambiguous or not strong enough to guide the individual in attr{buting :
meaning to the situation, the role of subjective factors will become

-~

impo:tantfgnd may even play F laréer part in the definition prooeeo.

- - - There 1s support in the‘oocial science literature for the'contention' .o
that the‘degree to which a situationt is ambiguous will affect how an’ -
individual will act in a situation. - For example, one's peroeption of an

object 1s modified according to how ambiguous the object is (Reese and

Ford, 1962; Bruner, et'al., 195?{ Braley, 1933; Carmichael,

et al., 1932?. The probabilit& that a subject will accept a

, ' suggestion or behaviéral cues from an experimenter is assooiated with the

N .
® ambiguity of the task which the subject is to perform (Patel and Gordh_n1

"1960; Coffin, 1941). There is-also evidence from the conformity

[

IXterature (Hoving, et al., 1969; Crutchfield, 1955) that ambiguity plays ’
R \ . ’

a role. Looking at the experimenter effects literafure, we find

ERIC - 9 -

£




additional evidence that ambiguity will affect behaviUE (Felton, 1971

0y

Weiss, 1969). This research sugges@s that subjects are more 1ike1y to

-

act in accoraance with an experimenter s hypothesis when the situation
is ambiguous. * i+ - , o

Independent amd Dependent Variables v .

.WebdeCided to test the effects which subjective situational factors

and‘situational agbiguity have on the occurence of observer biasr ‘IE is
our assumption that obser;er bias is a behavioral cutcome of the‘definition
of the situation process. . We feéel that observer bias is an instance when
subjective features play a large bart in the definition of the situation
prccess., However, this influence is modified by-the clarity of the
objective features of the situation. ‘ -

Because subjective situational features include many aspects of a

situation, it would be impossible to manipulate and test the effects of

~all of them in terms of observer. biag. Some of the previous research on

-

observer bias (White‘et al., 1970; Cordaro and Ison, 1963) provided the
observers with informatiﬁn‘concerning the amount of behavior to be
expected from the subjects. Since expectations ,concerning the type of
behavior asgssoclated with a situation'is a subjective gituational factor,
ue decided to concentrate our efforts on a similar kind of expectation.

We went a step further and 1inked.the expectation to.a particular

category of people or group since we felt this would be more akin to an
actual observational situation; We attemptedﬁto manipulate the observers'
expectatidns concerning the .behavior ot a particular group In order to
determine whether this type oflekpectation could make some observers more

hl

B 4
prone to observer bias,
™

[ ]




-

8.

. . ’

Our first independent variable, expectations ‘concerning the behavior
of &,barticular group;‘is nominally defined as anticipgtion that a

partic;lar kind of behavior will more likely be assoclated with one group
. .i: ~ .

.
+

_than another.
Opr‘second independent varigble is situaq?onalwambfguit?. This
variable is nominally defined as the extent'to'whicﬁfa gituatibn allowé
for more'thaé one interpretation, that 1s, it has tyo of«more possible
meanings because the objective feétures of the situation are not cléar or

réadily apparent. It 1is oyr contention thgt situational ambiguity can

modify the relationship between subjective situational features, specifi-

-

N —N “ °
cally expectations concerning the behavior of jbparticulan group, and

observer blas. If objective features of a situation are clear or easily -
recognized, that is, unambiguous, an observer's definition will not be
under the influbnce of subjective features to the same extent. The

probability that his observations will be biased will be .less.
s : -

Methodology
C

The, laboratory setting consiséed of 62 observers watching 'a video
tape of nursery school chiidren at play. The observers were to’record any
instances of aggressibn which they saw _on the videq Fape_and to. note‘ghese

~Instances next to the appropriate cétegory og a-rating sheeé. Aggrassive
behavior was the‘focgs of gﬁservation. -

The experimental room contained one television set with a-vidbo
récorder,ﬁoné-chair for nQS experimenter which was adjacent to the

. television and the recorder and two to six chairs for the observers«
0 ~ / :

These latter chairs directly faced the television and the recorder. . When

the obgervers were seated they faced the experimenter's left side. }The




lower class.

V; o ' . 'o sz . ’ | °

9
4

chairs were ﬁositioned in this way in order to.avéid direct'éye contact ¢

with the exberimenter during the experihental’segsidn. The expefimenter

remained in the experimental room thioughOut,thg sessfon siqce shé\told
the observers when each taped éequence was over. so that they could sfart
a new rating sheet. A clean rating sheet was used, for each taped

sequence. » ’ v S ;

Treatment
Observers' expectations about the behavior of a particular group
were manipulated by presenting them with information' concerning the social

class status of .the children in the videotapes before the tépes were

\

viewed. One group of observers was told thevchiIQren in the tapes were

middle c)ass and because '‘midd1lé class parents are competitive and wanti
vl’\ / . . ‘ . ’
their children to be succéssful in later life, they encourage aggressive -

’ rd

;behavior in them. As a result of the éocial class status of the éhildren,'

\ . o
. » .
the observers were told to expect a lot 9f aggression in the videotape.

Another group o )&bserVers were told that the childrgn }n the tape were

Lower class parents encourage aggressivé behavior in their

children.go fhat Ehey will'be able to endure .the harsh living conditions

..

that they mugt face. Like the preJipuﬁ group, this group was also told

]

to expect a lot of 5ggresgive behavior becauge of the relationship 294
tween lower class status and aggressiveness. A third group of observers
was told nothing about the clasgs, position of thg children nor were they”’

given any expectations concerning the amount of aggressive behavior that

L4

‘they would see. i °

Situational ambiguity was manipulated through the use of two dif-

ferenf videotapes. “One consisted of etght gequences inm which the
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1. ''children exhibited behavior ‘whith waa&%clearly aggressive‘in nature.  The’
. v N . \ B . 5 - NE . . s - .
% o : R . . PR e T
v . =+ ~other tape consisted dfreleyen/§:quences, two of which‘were~aggresssiVe

The other sequences in ©

- ¥

’, o

- — ;A'; ,Tagsy-/was‘considered to be'a npn-ambiguous situation~while Tape

II wad4considered“to be an ambiguOus situation. Both tapes were. 22

) E '{?f" s SN
B o : minuﬁes long and were ‘of the same. preschool children (ages 4 and 5) at

o T £ - .
N g :
< , playfin A, nursery school sett1ng. The behavior of the,children was,sp0n— '
e — taneous and we made 7o attempt while taping the children to get them to-
AT . - T . : . e mmf

s act in any particular‘way, j ¢ L R )

SN o ’ ' L e .
Experimental Groups - = T Do . B :

e N e .lfﬁ Sixty—two observers ‘were randomly assigned to one of six groups. vl

' "

ol <.

v o

?gwﬁﬁf watched and. according to what kind of expébtation they received regar
o » .‘ . ' .

the social class of the ‘children: in @he tageg An attempt was made to

.x"t

A %gm evenly divide the groups according to sex ﬁﬁlobserver. Due to scheduling

/ 3 % . et . B ’

" ’ i ' ~ - ) A
J, S - problemé bwo of the groups were not evenlyidivdded by sex, howeveru Both!

of these ‘groups’ contained six males‘and five femages.. In tﬂe rest -of this
.ot i . &

f@fer %% thessix groups.- | ,1;~r-fa;

‘:1fpaper, we will~use the following symbolstf
v SEAN g
‘e , l) MCN ‘=~ group which was told the childrenégere middle c1ass G

‘*\51.;-.--‘

- ng.' 'with a large amount of clear aggression (total N for thisvf“
f:-_; o - L group was: 10,fivenm1es and five femaleé),ﬁﬁhg'k‘ '
SEN | . o Y . s e""* .
:3?f_: ‘”h 0 - 2) MCA -— group which was told the children were middle ela5s

o .

v - and also watched the ambiguous tape, that is the one with

a small amouﬁﬁpof;clear aggression.(total N_for this group’wasl‘

«© : L




< - . . [

_>* o '. . 11, six males and five females).

;":\ C , - 3) LCN =< group which was told’fhat the children were lower

»
-

. A _ ;- e
e R . . class and who watched the non—ambiguous tape, the clearly :
) 'aggress1ve one (total N for this group‘was lO five males
X T;l ‘ o and f1vevfemale$). i L "
L . \. 4)7 LCA —- grouplwhich was told the»&hildren were“lower class v. Q;;g .
) fﬂv - and who matched the amhiguous tape, the one with\a small
N - | amouot~of clear aggression (totath fot this ggouo‘was 10,
v B - T,

- 3

five males and five females). ' .

5) CON -- group which was told nothing about- the social class S

-

’ of'the children and who-also watched the non—ambiguous

. Co S ' : tape, the one,with a large‘amount of clear aggresslon (total Y

2

N for this group was 11, six males and“five;females). o : -
-« R o ~ 3 . ' : . L
6) COA -- group which was told nothing about\the social class _
’ 3
qf the children dhd who also watched the ambiguous tape, the

..one with a small amount ?f clear aggression (total ‘N for this

- _ o ) ‘ group was 10, five males and five- females)

» Hypotheses ’ .

The following are the hypotheses that this research evaluated

'Hypothesis Ia: Observers holding expectations that middle
. . : ;ﬁ class children are more aggressive than lower class children

will record more aggression than observers not holding any

expectation about the social class of the children observed.

Hypothesis.Ib: Observers holding expectations that lower

. o
class children are more aggréssive than middle class children
will record more aggression than observers not holdiné’any
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1 ) ! - -
. . . :

- expectations about’the social class of the(children_abserved. L
. LS . y . L 4 .
R . § . 7 )

4« - £ . S .
Hypothesis Ila: ﬁInvthe presence of. the ambiguous videotape, Cs

the effects of observer expectations 1inking middle class

~

children with aggression will be m%re pronoynced than in s R
the presence of,tpe non—ambiguous yldeotape. v . e
. » e ! : ) . ) T, . .
. Hypothesis IIb: ;Iqﬁthe presence of the ambiguous videotape,” >

\

the effect‘oﬁ obggrver expectations 1ipking.1ower class
children with aggression will be more pronounced than in
: i .

the presence of'the non—ambiguous.videotape.

. Sample - ' » A . . ' '*
" The sample used‘in'the experiment consisted of 62 undergraduate

students (32 males and 30 females) who,were‘enrolled'in introductory

-

- sociology courses in a large midwestern university during the months of
. * PN >

January through May, 1913. Ali were volunteers and they had been recruited

.
-

for the experimenter by the instructors whoe taught the courses in

.which the subjects were enrolled. The average age of the observers was

19.95 years and the?nwere mainly freshmen ‘and saphomores.

‘ -
. N

Procedure ‘
Each observer was contacted by the experimenter by telephone and

"aﬁ%abpointment was made to view the vIdeotap€ Groups of two to six
S
subjects wete af each experimental session depending on how many -

a

observers in a particular group were able to come at the particular time

4

of the session. Inspection of the means suggested that the size of the

group did not affect the‘observers' ratings of the children.




. . . * " - ’ . ‘. v ~ - L .
mppnied by the experimenter. ;They‘prnd an instruction sheet.
c ' N ’ C . . ) . ' . 3 ~

,etfbf coding sheet§ on their chairs face down. After everyone was
" N . \ . X . - . , T

» élzud to the observers.
) N

~

Gl \ N L. E
. ()jvfg "- .Before1We begin, I' d 1ike to thank you for ¢oming today.
. )? - 2 . \,\.g : . » ‘_\1“.’
; il",f As you Know, I am workingron my Master's thesis. I am
. !“.";’ o o .
b

{"?_‘nﬂ : trying to see if previous findings‘on'childrén's aggression

Vi ,
/f | hold today. ' | ' I
‘i i r.' ‘ . . T"' - e . ‘ . ° '
' _ﬁg { _ Coh : . R .
o 1 would like you to watch a film of four and five year old ‘
~C ‘ 4. - . ‘
‘/\T\i) children playing and then rate thém on aggression uging the |

Ao

L . rating sheet whidﬁ‘I have given you. ‘The film is Aivided intd)
several sequences, and I'd 1ike you to use.avseparate‘sheet

o , for each sequence. I will tell you when each sequence is
over so you will knoﬁ,when to start a new rating sheet. |
’ : ! ‘ _ {

Please put a check in- the appropriate box whenever you see a

\ : .
' : all behavior even that which occurs during play. The categories -
also take/verbal'statements into account, so don't forget to

include aggressive speech. . ¢

‘
1 v . ¢
N <.

Before showing the videotape»ef the children, the observers were
.‘shown a tape ?f five.sequences which portrayed policemen interactiﬁg:ﬁith

g;.:, . ‘,'4 R .. N S Al PP 8 L A & ‘
citizens. The tape was approkimately seven minutes long and it was

intended. as a practieé in order to familiarize the Bbeervers with the

@ . . | A 16

- .

‘child doing what the category describes. Be sure to include -

.




g . .
» 5 - ! ! .
N . ,‘-" . 4 !
: »~ ) L ‘ L e T v v : e
s categories on the rating sheets. The rating sheet was composed'of the
‘ follo&gn; categoriés} ' o /' . ‘f’ - 5
':‘a'l.‘Tells‘a child what to dohéi' R . ' 7 .
o "\ : 2. Hblos or\restrains a child ' . o
s . RS . ] )
: . 3. ‘Shovés .child an’d/or object T o
L . © 4. Gets in the way of another‘child ! - ! ;'r,’ - " '1
T Si.Kicksochild and/or object : ‘ .
0 ) 6.:Tahqs.sonething away from amother chila | \
‘ { 7. Hits~child and/or object S ‘ S
8. ,Throws obJect ' S R N
5 ,‘ l' 9. Threatens a child physically and/or verbally .
. o
) : 10 Chases another child o e
After the practice tape was over the, questions fron.the obsérvers
o . g
answered, the 1nformation about the SOcioeconomic statns of the children
” in the video tape was’ given to the appropriate groups (MCA, ﬁCN LCA, LCN)
This information .concerned the amount of aé;ression to‘be*expected and
. information about,the social class of the children; As‘mith the initial
\set of instructions,~this informa;ion was read aloud.by the‘experimenter
while the observers followed along. After the descriptions were read, the
- ' observers were reminded to record all'instances of aggressive behavior
‘ . and then the videotape of the children was shown: The above procednre
1 : ; differed .in the case of the two control groups (COA and CONQ by the
& &
' . omission of the reading of -a desgription concerning the Eggressiveness and
social class of the children. .
After the videotape was completed; each observer was ashed to fill
:out a short-questionnaire which was aimed at getting,hfor example,

. /// , ’ -
P -information about his experience with children, knowledge about the *
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.

-

- effects, either main or interaction, due to génder suggesting this variable

Results - ‘.7 . o .

'7weighted meahs analysis was used” since we had unequal cell frequencies

(Winer, 1971)11 S AATEP "

varidables. Thébanalysis of variance revealed main effects due to the-
- df 1/50 for expectations about class-related aggression and situational

;situauional ambiguity failed to reéach sigpificanfe., There were no .

- = Y4 B e D e e

‘a . e S , - . S ,

.
* o . . e
. . _ L : AR

- " . N . - © .. ‘Y . v

- (S . . . . Ce ™ -~
- . . . v " e
3 ) o, . ]‘5 v .. . . Y
N . ' ' / .

relafionship between social class and aggression and some data abqut

,

/

Yiis family of orientation. A debri fing!fession folloWed in which the S
e&ed 7The entire experiment%? '

purpose of the ekperiment was explai

S

session, including the filling out of the questiohnaire and- débriefing,

=~ . v ]
)
lasted approximately one hou;, . _ B

~ . | o . N . . . .
. . . .

* We utilized analysis of,variance as onr main statisticgal tool. A
PRk A R
- . [

‘ \ /

A three—way.analysis of varianceawas run_in order to determine the ~° - =

effects expectations about the aggressive behavior of middle or lower

class children and. situational ambiguity have on observer blas. The

LY
-

nalysis wagg also ‘run in order to deLermine whether gender of observer

wonld affect any relationship between the independent and dependent

~

exgectatipns variable and due toﬂsituational ambiguity. Both of these ,2 -
0 o
efffcts were significant at the .05 level (F = 4. 13, “df 2/50; F = 7 17, .

-

B '1‘

i N .

ambiguity,-respectively). The predicted interaction effect (Hypotheses,
D a N - . . . .

LA

IIa‘ehd IIb) between expectations concerning class-related aggression and“

A3
¢ . !

-

= +
did not affect the relationships predicted by our hypotheses. N

1

(TABLE T about here.)

\ -

?he main effect for the expectations variable suggests that such !

e

4
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- data seem to confirm Hypothesis }5 but Hypsthesis Ib is'nok;supported‘

“ - r ) -
X S S ) Y
~ ' ! ‘ )
‘ e . 16 . I ;A'

4

, L ) . [ . i .
eipectatiOns are associated with observer bias. However, before a con-

1 clusion as to whether this data supports Hypotheses Ia and Ib is reache

/ ll N
we must examine the direction of this bias.f In prder to do this, the

ed

marginal means representing this effect must be comparedi When this is .
- done, we find an interesting pattern. ALl observers (groups MCA, MCN, .

‘LCA LCN) who were explicitly\given'expectations concerning the social

class membership eNJthe children in the film were also told to expect a’

RN
great deal of aggre§sion The resulting means should have been higher than

! ’ ﬁt
.those from the observers who had not been given any expectations about the
' ¢

‘behavior of tﬁé\children in the film.}groups CQA andﬂCON). If we 1ook at s

the means, we find that those observers who thought\they were watching .

.

middle class children did see more aggression'(X =40.é$)°than the control
groups (X =34.43) but those who thought they we&e watching lower class

children saw less aggression (X =29, 50) an_the control group$. The
. ral i

by the data. Although the observers holding expectations linking lower
class children and aggressive behavior did seem tojbias'their observations T
 when compared® to the control grdups,'they did so in_ the opposite direction

of thelr expectations. . : .
In order to determine which comparisons were contributing to the
overall main effect due to the expectations variable, the marginal means -

were also subjected to a posteriori analysis. Scheffé tests and

Fisher's least significant diffe;ence (1sd) approach were used (Winer,

. »

1971)y. The Scheffe tests revealed no significant cdmparisons, but this
may have been due to the conservative nature of this test (Winer, 1971).

ozt

On the other hand, the_ Fisher's 1east'sigﬁificant difference approach
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)'7 < - . .
indicated that the comparison between the means for those observers who
e ‘v -

thought they were watching middle class children and those who thought they

y were watching lo&er class children was significantly different at the

O .01 level. This finding gives additional welght to the concIusion that.

a

. - observer 'bias can result if observers hold expectations concerning the

j' behavior of subjects they arg watching. However, the bias mdy not be in.

\

<. L the direction of the expectation. , As we saild beforg, only Hypothesis Ia

is supported by the data. : P A -

o

.o Ndne of the other hypotheses was supported'by'the data. "The signifi-

cant main effects due to situational ambiguity only suggests that the two

films were significantly different in terms of clearly aggressive content.
, ‘ H
- The overall mean for the noén-ambiguous film was greater than the mean

for the ambiguous film (39.1 and'30‘65, respectively).“ This indicates that
. the tapes were two different typeg of observational situations but in

A

4 "" A ' .[3’1‘ ‘ - .
- ﬂordegrfor'our hypotheses (IIa and IIb) dealing with situational ambiguity

to have been supported, an interaction effect would have ‘been a necessary

reeult._ . . s
We subjected our data to further analysis in ordexr to determine any

ﬂ?“ , effects due to a third variable. As we said, gender was originally
////f"conceived in éhis way, but our original analysis indicated that gender

R a . . . . i . ( .

did not act as a modifying variable or cordfiribute to observer bias. \

%

The next variable which was examined 'for additional effects

N

| ooncerned whether the observers -had any experience with.children prior to

participation in the experiment. Again, a three-way analysis of variance

P

was done and it included thig experience’ variable, the expectation«variable

4

and thjlsituational ambiguity variable. A significant (.05 level) main

Y

L}
.oa
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. . . v N
effect due to experience did result (F =5.01, df 1/50) but none of thg
? .

interaction effects were signiffica‘nt.2 These resu;ts are questionable,

R however,. since the varian(es were found to be non-homogenous.: Thereforz,

a t test was done in order\to see if the ma;ginél means associéted
'with the éffect_due fo exﬁerience with childr;n-were significantiy
, - different (parginél means were f';30.5% fér those without_experience;
X f37.41 fdr those’with experience). The t test was significant at
'the .05 level (t =2.,01, df 60) indicating that obgervers with experiefce
saw more aggression than those without éxpefience. | -
Thé last varia%le which was examined waé concerned with the egtenﬁ'
to- which the observers guessed the téue nature of ;he experimeﬁt. Although
only one observer wa; able to‘determiné ‘he_exact goal of the research; ‘
eighteen'other.observers were suspicious at they were under study aﬁd,
not thé'qh¥ldren in the tape aé they had Bee , told. Accordingiy, the’

bbsprvé%s were divided into two grqups, those o had no idea of the

/ actual gpal of the éxperiment (N =40) and those who ssed the true

. ;; “2}:{"; m B
nature or who were guspicious that they were actually .being studied
(N =19).

Another three-way. analysis aof variance was run. The data indicate

an intera€tion-effect between situational ambiguity and the guess variable.
(TABLE II about here.)

If we look at the relevant marginal means, we find tha:\hhgn observers

‘o S . exposed to the ambiguous tape were suspicious about the actual goals of

*
the experiment, they reco?ﬂed.approx mately as much aggression as thofe

. observers exposed to the unambiguous videotape. In other words, suspicioug

22 ‘

r +
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* test supports this conclusdion (p<..05). There isaa compliméntgny trend
. ] . . . . ‘ > .- R "

) thréhghoup the data. It indicates that’observers suSpiciousvof.the true

Discussion and Conclusions . T C .

19

. ! ' 4 .
observers seemed more apt to record aggression in the presence of situ-

-

ational ambiguity than unsuspicious obsérvers. A Scheffé posteriori
. g

i

> . S . . = .
‘_ . ~'v_ .o . \ ‘ .. :, ) \ - % -
= (TABLE III about hernge.) L .

h.

s . ' ) ' v
ta

1]
.

nature of the experiment recorded more aggression than unsuspiciqus
F

~

observers regardless of situational amﬁiguity.

- (TABLES IVé—c about ﬁere). » .

"

- : - ,

As stated before, the data does confirm'Hypothesis”Ia which states
'that'observers holding‘expectations that middle class children are more‘
aégressive will récord more aggfessigﬁ than.obqarvérs not holding any
expectation about the social class of'phe children obgerved. By so doing,
it alsé'}ends gupport to Thomas's idea that subjecti@e situggional factors
do play a role i@\the definition of the situation process. '

‘ It also lends partial support to the general hypothesis which pre-
;dic_ts that observers holdin'g expecta};iona concerning the behavior of a

4 .

‘particular group will be more likely to bias their déta_in line qﬁth‘these

) . 1 . . ﬂ
expectations than observers not holding such an expectation. This hypoth~

esis is only partially supported since the data did not sipport Hypothesis

Ib.  Althigpgh.thé data pertaining to Hypothesis Ib was biased, the bias
waé in the opposite direction to the .observers' expectations. Observers

holding expectations linking aggressive behavior to lower class status

LY

24
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behavior than they actually saw. This explanation is only a speculatiOn

More detailed questions regarding the observers' feelings~and their

‘with the lower class expectation m%?_be_gained'from some 'of the social-

’ | 4
- kinds of behavior when they are exhibited by same-sex children.
‘this. lower tolerance may result from the ability of parents to apply more

"able to define and respond neaningfully to the behavior of same-sex

0 . R

/7

saw less aggression than observers holding no expectations concerning

the childreh'sbsociallciass status; These data may beathe'result of a

negative reaction on the part of the observers who received the expectation
regarding the lower class children. Some of the observers who received -
this expectation indicated during the debriefing period that they found

the description concerning lower class_aggressive behavior'to be offensiVe

. <

and may have reacted to it by recording a smaller amount of aggressive
since we have no substantial data.with which to support. such a coneclusion,

acceptance of the experimental ‘expectations could have helped settle

’

this issue.

.
-

Another possible explanation for the reverse biasing associated

.izationﬁliterature concerned with differential parent behavior due to sex
.of child (Meyer and Sobieszek 1972; Rothbart and Maccoby, 1966'
Bronfenbrenner, 1961). Rothbart and Maccoby fi966) and Bronfenbrenner
(1961) reporiﬁthat parents are more punitive toward children of the sage
sex,and moxre affectionate and permissive toward children of-the opposite
sex. In other words, parents seem tobhave a 1ower'toierance for certain

-

Meyer and‘Sobiesiek (1972) explain this finding by suggesting. that

complete frames of reférence to same-sex chjldren. Adults are better

children, and as a result are less tolerant of the behavior of these
' p
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children. ~This conc’lusion is based on data obtained from adults asked to ‘
) L \

' rate two children, described part ‘of the time ag male and the remaihder

¢

of the time as female, on a number of adjectives. The adults attributed

the most qualities ‘to same sex children (significant at the .05 leve1)

[POR

' . Our data may indicate that sex is not the only characteristic which

. N ,
enables adults to act in this way. Social class_membership.may be

’
©

another. I o , ° ¥
: 0

-

Most_of'our observers were from middle class origins;. Extrapolating

from Meyer and Sobieszek's data, we would argue that becasue of thevmiddle

: class origins-of most of our observers, they were able to make more

sense out of and relate to the behavior of the childr?n described as

' - . °

middle class than the behavior of the childnen described as lower class

Accordingly, they recorded more behavior for those children described as

. ) . L . "
4

middie class. The difference in the amount of aggrerion which was

- recorded may have been significant because it was aggrelsion which was

the objeét of the study; aééressive behavior'maylhave negative connotations

‘A

in our society. Again this explanation is only, speculation, but it does

tie our data to some of the socialization litefature and, as such, is

WUfthy of future research. . il -

Our faiIure)to confirm Hypotheses IIa and IIb concerning the

interaction effects_between the expectation'and'situational variables-

A\ ]

may have been due to our manipulation'of the latter geriablé, situational
ambiguity 'Although the significant‘main effect due to this variable

suggescs that we had two "distinct videotapes both tapes may have had

-~

clearly objective situational factors in regard to how difficult

it was to discern aggressive behavior. In'constructing Videotape II,

s
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: had'ueed ‘the same videatape for both ambiguity conditions but instead

22‘ L o -

—

we sought exannies of behavior which could be interpreted as_agéressive

. } . ‘ [ - . )
but not necessarily so. Loud talking, the articulation of which was not

elear, a‘child'waving his arms in'frontlof anqther'are two examples of
& :. . A

the type of;behavier which we included in Videotape111_<.~ -

may have been that these kinds of "behavior bere too clear y'ncnaggres—

sive and our observers interpreted them accordingly. Per)apé if we
-

s . l - N
manipulatedthe clarity or focus- of the picture, we may have hed a

better measure o£.5ituational‘ambiguity. Of\courée our failure to obtain

any significant interaction effects between the'expectation'and situational

. & 2 Ty ¢
ambiguity variables may suggest that the relationship between

’ v : 4 ~
subjective situational factors and observer bias is not affected by
objective situational ‘factors. However,'given our reservations

.u

regarding the manipulation of thehsituational,embiguitx variable,

further resedrch regarding this variable is needed before any definite

B
’

conclusion can be drawn.

Further research into the role that prior experience with subjects

. similar to those under observation plays in the occurrence of observer

bias could also be done. . Although the main effect due to experience with
V. ) .Y

children was suspect because of lack of equal variances, the t test

indicates that this variable may affect an observer'S~acfions in that he

!
may be more apt to attribute and record more instances of“behavior than

>observers who have not had experience with similar kinds of subjects.

This'conclusion is;similer to the one reached by Meyer and Sobieszek

A

(1972) concerning hdults' interpnetation of sex-typed behavior #h

children; Thus, experience may contribute to observex bias and future
™ I4
b}

"
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situational factor.*

. . . . r

i . ) - ~ .
s The data regarding whether the observers guesged or were suspicious

es whaf>much of the

"

about the true nature of the experiment indica

experimenter effects literature argues; subjects will act in accordance
.
with what they believe to be the experimenter's hypothesis. The data
. . . X . . Y v
suggest a trend that observers, regardless of the experimental conditions,

L] -
. =

recorded more aggreSSionkwhed they guessed or were suspicious of the
, ) \‘ . ) . ) - . -
v actua% goals of the experiment than when they were not suspicious. This
. ¥ : . ~ . : R
Y was expe¥ially true when the objective situational factors were unclear

A ' %%or ambiguous. Although this latter finding must be interpretea>with
. . ) , ' o s .
. caution given our reservations concerning the manipulation of situational
: : SR, o

ambiguity, it does support some of the exberimenter effects 1iterarure

concerned wi&p ambiguity (Felton,.1971; Weiss, 1969). It wouidxggem
é . ~O ) .
that even research gimed at specifically producing experimenter effects

could be affected by UNINTENDED experimenter effects. .

. Looking ‘at this research'in termg of its goals;lsome of the data

N r

supporting Hypothesis Ia suggest that looking at observer bias in terms

| of W. I. Thomas's ideas congerning the definition of the situation may
. ] v -, ' . .
F ' be ‘groductive. It begins to link the’experimenter effects literature to -

-
-

& some already existing theoretical work. Sub}%ctive situat}onal factors
in the form of an expectation concerning the behavior of a- particular

group do seem related to the incidence of ‘observer bias. However, other

v . - .
.. : variables may modify this relationship. In‘texplaining the failure to

confirm Hypothesis Ib, we mentioned that common characteristics between




. - L

observers and subjects .and/or factors idiosyncratic to the experimental

exposed (possible negaEiVe reaction to the

conditions to which they-weré
expectations concerning lower class children{’in this instance) could
be two such possible variables. jOf course;_Hypothesss'IIavahd IIﬂ_were
specifithlly ;imed at gxamining another such vériable,.%ut the da;a

failed to confirm the prediction that situational ambiguity would enhance
the relationship betwéeﬁ.subjectivé situational ,factors and observer

bias. On the other, hand, if we consider the variable regardirg whether

N ’ o ) . . .
the observers guessed the actual goal of the experiment as another sub-
Jjective situational factor, the interaption effect between it and

' ¢
situational ambiguity would suggest that investigation of the role

situational ambiguity plays in producing observer biasfand in the definition

.
. <

-ofiéhe situation process 1s still ;arranted. ~ ‘.
Our data suggests avline of action for those doiné obServational

research and who ére concerned with observer/bias. It would seém

wise for experimentgré doing observationai(réseérch to aﬁteﬁpt to

- ! ‘
ascertain whethg;~theig observers hold any’beliefs, expectationg or » >

’
-

experience related to the typé of subject undeg observation.: These .
- ‘ '
types of data should tth bé taken into accqugt‘when training the observers

€

and';n the final data analysis since, as our, data suggest, ‘they couﬁq

affect the\observers' definition' of the situation and, in ®wrn, their

observations.




’ "' TFootnotes - T

Hartley s F max testufor homogeneity of var!ances was used
to test whethér the assumption concerning equal vériances due

@ SR
to experimental error within each treatment population was

o

e T met. Unless otheryise stated, the data met is assumption

at the .05 and/orp.Ol level (Winer, 1971); ‘

.

, o 4 ) :
“ VUnless otherwise stated, the main effects due %o the expectations . »
‘ . i P - i

A’ - -

variablé and the situatfonal ambiguity variable remained for all

' addit%pnal three-way analyses of variance.’ - »

- &
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